principles of group development which can be applied to the phenomenon of small social systems and much larger social groups. The notion has been advanced (see Dunphy, 1968 Dunphy, , 1964 Slater, 1966) that the study of small groups offers a microcosmic view of phenomena common to most social systems.
The research reported in this paper is based on the study of rather unusual (and unusually interesting) small groups. The two groups in this particular study are &dquo;self-analytic&dquo; classrooms composed of college students who have committed themselves to a psychological examination of their own classroom and, to some extent, of their own personalities and interpersonal styles.
We shall explore in some detail the usefulness of a particular proposition about the evolution of groups such as these-the hypothesis that much of group development reflects the unfolding of an oedipal paradigm. It was Freud (1955a Freud ( : 69-143, 1955b 1-161) who first introduced the notion that underlying themes of sexual attraction and rivalry play a significant role in the dynamics of small groups. Elaborating on this idea, Slater (1966) stresses the importance of the &dquo;revolt&dquo; against the group leader which often occurs in small groups similar to the ones we shall describe in this paper. Slater believes that, through a process of revolt or confrontation, the group members are able to grow more independent of the leader and more deeply involved with one another. Since this process is profoundly influenced by the transference of oedipal feelings of attraction, resentment, and inhibition onto the group leader and other group members, the revolt involves a reactivation, expression, and partial working through of infantile fantasies and attitudes. Similarly, Holmes (1967) has applied Freud's primal horde hypothesis in a naturalistic study of developmental processes in a (university) seminar, tracing the influence of underlying oedipal themes in the formal, &dquo;rational&dquo; conduct of the seminar.
Clearly, the oedipal paradigm is not a proposition which can be &dquo;tested&dquo; in a straightforward and unequivocal fashion.
But we do have available a set of data with which we can chart the evolution of member-leader and member-member relationships in small groups, data generated by an act-by-act scoring system developed specifically for the study of such groups. We hope to demonstrate in this paper that our understanding of what we have termed the oedipal paradigm can be extended through such a clinical and empirical inquiry.
STUDIES OF SMALL GROUP DEVELOPMENT
As Chin (1961) , Dunphy (1964) , and Mann (1967) Tuckman's (1965) Tuckman has brought together observations from three research settings-psychotherapy, sensitivity training, and natural and laboratory group studies. He finds that, at the highest level of generalization, four stages of group development can be discerned, which he titles &dquo;forming,&dquo; &dquo;storming,&dquo; &dquo;norming,&dquo; and &dquo;performing.&dquo; An interesting application and partial confirmation of Tuckman's scheme in a study of small work groups in a classroom setting has been reported by Runkel et al. ( 1971 (compare Dunphy, 1968 (compare Dunphy, , 1964 Mann, 1967 Mann, , 1966 Slater, 1966) are based on studies of self-analytic classroom groups.
These are groups which generate considerable emotional involvement and which have a &dquo;closed&dquo; membership and a fixed and finite life span. Proponents of a life cycle model emphasize both the &dquo;partial consummation&dquo; and incomplete &dquo;success&dquo; of such groups and the importance of group dissolution and the painful experience of separation and termination. The life-cycle conception of group development is one which recognizes and documents a period charac-terized by separation concerns and which views separation as an important issue throughout the life of the group. Second, the vast majority of studies of group development describe change over time at the level of the group as a whole without considering the distinct possibility that &dquo;the group&dquo; can be better understood as the complex product of the combining of various factions and subgroups. Only a handful of studies (e.g., Bennis and Shepard, 1956; Stock and Thelen, 1958; Mann, 1967 Mann, , 1966 have dealt systematically with the ways in which polarizing issues give rise to subgroup development and subgroup change over time.
The conception of group development presented in this paper reflects a commitment to a life-cycle model of group evolution. Even more importantly, the notion of an oedipal paradigm underlying developmental shifts clearly implies that sex differences constitute a major consideration and necessitates a systematic analysis of those differences. Bennis and Shepard (1956) (Mann, 1967: 172). Slater's (1966) (Dunphy, 1964; Mills, 1964; Mann, 1967 Mann, , 1966 Slater, 1966; Bales, 1970 (Gibbard, 1969; Gibbard and Hartman, 1972; Hartman, 1969 (1967, 1966) . His &dquo;member-leader&dquo; scoring system is designed to assess and record the feelings which group members express toward the group leader. It is thus a system which incorporates and monitors the process of clinical inference as it unfolds from moment to moment.
The member-leader system was first employed to explore the principal dimensions and the developmental history of the member-leader relationship in self-analytic classrooms (Mann, 1967 (Mann, , 1966 . Subsequent applications have included a similar investigation of introductory psychology classes (Mann et al., 1970) . The scoring system on which the present study is based is a revision and extension of the memberleader system, one which includes systematic attention to member-member as well as to member-leader interchanges. We have introduced a number of other changes in the scoring system, but space does not permit a thorough discussion of these changes (for additional discussion of revisions in the scoring system, see Gibbard, 1969: 58-79 Gibbard, 1969) .
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
The first major analysis undertaken was a factor analytic study designed to identify the basic dimensions of membermember and member-leader interactions. The assumption here is that if, for example, two categories correlate positively with one another, it may be appropriate to consider them both phenotypic reflections of a more fundamental, genotypic process. Similarly, a distinction between surface traits (e.g., the categories in the scoring system) and source traits (e.g., the more basic dimensions of which surface traits are presumed to be manifestations) has been made. The factors were idealized somewhat (i.e., recast into &dquo;major&dquo; and &dquo;minor&dquo; category loadings or weights) in order to facilitate the tasks of understanding them and of applying them to other kinds of summaries, particularly summaries not included in the original pool of profiles which were factor analyzed. The advantage of this idealization is that it focuses one's attention on a few categories which are strongly correlated with a particular pattern (for further discussion of this point, see Gibbard, 1969: 80-86 The psychodynamic interpretation of the scale patterns has been reported in some detail elsewhere (Gibbard, 1969; Gibbard and Hartman, 1972) . Our present discussion is limited to a definition of each scale and a listing of the categories which constitute each scale pattern ( Table 2) .
The bipolar scales shown in Table 2 are the foundation for all data analyses reported in this paper. The development of the scales reflects the interweaving of clinical and quanti- 2. In addition, the most sustained attack in group 1 occurred at the end of the phase, where in group 2 the trip to the cafeteria midway through the phase was followed by several group discussions in which the potential gains of this rebellion were negated or undone. Our impression, then, is that group 1 has made significant and discernible movement toward greater autonomy, whereas group 2 has yet to do so.
THE SECOND PHASE
We again turn first to the statistical profiles of the two groups which are displayed in Table 4 . In group 1, we find a constellation of relationships which is not too different from the one which our working model would lead us to predict. The rebellion of the first phase has disappeared, with the males slightly high on the seduction pattern and the females Group 1: The opening sessions in this phase were characterized by some male-female &dquo;pairing&dquo; activity, intense and prolonged concern with peer leadership, the formation of a female subgroup, and a variety of competitive struggles among the males. After one particularly heated session in which several of the males argued about whether a peer leader was &dquo;needed&dquo; and if so, who that leader should be, four of the most active females stayed behind to talk and were in the next meeting identified as the first significant female subgroup which had developed. The It is clear from this summary that the second period of male rebellion is much more closely tied to sexual and competitive fantasies than was the earlier, more dependent and demanding confrontation. As the phase progressed, the sources of anxiety became more clear; both the oedipal aspect of the nascent sexual fantasies and the intense hostility which is simultaneously aroused stir up more anxiety than the group is able to handle at this point. Thus, the open expressions of attraction and rivalry early in the phase are followed by reactive fears and obvious indications of defensive disengagement.
Group 2: These issues were approached much more slowly in group 2 than in group 1. The subject of male-female relationships was introduced by Phil, who had previously been virtually silent. He devoted an entire session to a presentation of some rather mundane problems that he was having with his girlfriend. Several of the women responded with kind words and sisterly advice. The next few sessions were concerned with a variety of dangers which the group felt might accompany increased &dquo;closeness&dquo; and personal revelation. There was another flurry of criticism of the leader, again focused on his failure to play a directive role in the group, and there was a good deal of anxiety about the possibility that the group was not &dquo;in control&dquo; of its own and of individual member's impulses and behavior. Others argued that such control was unnecessary and that &dquo;defenses&dquo; should be &dquo;broken down.&dquo;
One session was devoted to a discussion of motherhood, led by the three married women in the group, one of whom was a mother. One of the women was particularly concerned about the men in the group, most of whom seemed to her to be so &dquo;passive.&dquo; This was followed by a discussion of close relationships between men, and there was some concern with whether such closeness was &dquo;good&dquo; or &dquo;bad.&dquo; This anxiety about impulse control, the stability of the group, and male passivity culminated when Norm suddenly launched into a diatribe against the group and the leader. He revealed that he had discussed the group experience with several other faculty members and with his own therapist and that all were unanimous in condemning the group as dangerous and potentially harmful. He said that his own emotional balance was being undermined and that the leader could not be trusted. This &dquo;bombshell&dquo;-an enactment of what is perhaps every group leader's worst dream-was followed by intensely anxious discussions of the future of the group, with several suggestions to the effect that the session (and perhaps the group) should be ended early. The leader, despite his own anxiety, managed to cope reasonably well with this very real crisis, and in subsequent sessions most members agreed that he was sufficiently strong and competent to be trusted. Still, much of the remainder of this phase was devoted to an effort to cope with the distress which Norm's performance had engendered. Much Other research on these same groups has described developmental phenomena consistent with the notion that the group as a whole is often experienced as a preoedipal maternal entity (Hartman and Gibbard, forthcoming Gibbard and Hartman (forthcoming) and Hartman and Gibbard (forthcoming) .
3. The factor analytic method employed was the UCLA/Biomedical format with varimax rotation, using the estimate of the multiple R as the diagonal.
4. Pseudonyms are used for all group members. 5. We have in another context (Gibbard and Hartman, forthcoming) discussed in some detail the significance of such utopian fantasies.
6. Our work has dealt exclusively with male leaders and groups composed of men and women. Our conclusions may be obscured or may not even apply in one-sex groups or in groups with female leaders. Future research might focus on such issues.
